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-.oc:iated with~ trunk ordering systems. In no inatMce It'IOUId the.. coati
• recovwed fram competitors: (!Sl.. It 17).

Mr. Gillen later eamments tNt "'trunk billing'~. is •~ of
Ameritech·. propeI_. UlS struetute which requires that carriers pul'CtlaU trunk ports
to obtain unbUndled .,.,.,...-dedic1lted tranlPOf't.· end 11M -Ament.., ha. decided to
implement this option. getMntly oyer the oDjectiOn of Itt .."tial ULS purcn with
Ameritec:h claiming that such In arrangement i. necessary to comply with the F ,
Act. in no event should the.. costs be imposed on Amerttee:n's riv.ls.· ug... ' ').

Mr. GUlen atao. rwcateutated the TElRIC costs of UlS Billing Development
char".. by first eUminating an costs apptlcable to Trunk lUling DevelopmatW. then
incr.....,SI demand to include aU of Ameritech's ·14151 end offIces.- H. also ".djulted
the projected detMt'ld to ......". a system-wide deployment. with at ....t two carriers
(including Arneritech) offtIring service It .ach end· ofItc.. In addition, the demand
projedion .stim•• thM 50% of the atricel would have 3 entr1WU, 34-At cf the offices
would have 41 entrllnts and 1SlAt of the of'fi·ces would have 5 entrant•.• usa. It 20-21 ).

Mr. Gillan question. whether a "specifte charge is wetrMted.- then proviclea •
mlltrix showing why he ballev•• the Billing Establishment Charge (IEC) i• ., aeffecthe
barr,... to .ntry' for elEe•. (!Sl.at 21-22).

In his surrebullal tatlmony. Mr. Gillan st8t.. that Staws-descriptlon of the cost­
basis for the BEC indicated a mist.teen betief that Ameritec:h must ,."agram its billing
systems and switchinglystems for ead'\ new user" H. further stilt.. ~8t -Am.itech's
proposed Bee r.cov.... what Ameritech alt.... its tatal eats to .tablish a billing
system that is independent of the number of carriers or end offices where unbundled
local switching i. ordered.- He then r.st.... baUd on nil own rebuttat testimony, that
lithe.. attribute. d Amerit""1 UlS product .. u""...••'Y for • UlS network
element, were adopted by Ameritec:h to establish a barrier tD entry. and should nat be
imposed on competitors: (WortdCom Exhibit 1.3 at 3).

Positian of Staff

Staff ~s Price questioned the appropriateness of the ULS billing
development charge in bottt his direct (Staff EJhibit 1.00 lit 17) and rebuttal (St8ft
Exhibit 1.01 .. 4) testlmonie•. In hi. surrebuttal testimony, he IndiClites that -addition.'
inquiri.s" wwe m" to Ameritech regarding the UlS billing estlblishment chwges.
He note. that Ameritec:h provided updated hours for time spent provramming for Usage
Billing Development and Trunk Ordering Deve60pmenl anc:l haw the actual hours
snifted from Trunk Ordering to 8i11ing Cevelopment in the final analy.el. (Staff Exhibit
1.02 at 11.12). Finally. he addres.e. the point that AmefitllCh i. allO a u..r~ at 13),
then recalculate. a new COlt per-earri... per-switch b1tsed on Ameritech'l updated
hours, but using a demand figure based on estimate. provided in Mr. Gillin'.
testimony.
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. SIIIff ..... the Commi..ian to order AmeritIIoh to ,....,... the TELRIC costs
for ULS Billing Deve..".m Ctwges using the dem8nG ,.... Mr. Gil., celcutllted
(5.2.) and ... revised coats Mr. Price calcut." (In3,02I) to ..",..". the new
price per-e8l'rier ,..-twitch of· '1•.24. St8W. recommenGelion il lupported by the
testimonies of both Mr. Gil.." Who determined the demand flgur. bUIld on his own
independent ..alylil, .. which il lubatantieted by the testimony of Mr. Sherry. who
provideI uJKtetect der'ft8nd infomwlion from the perspective of AT&T baled on •
January 10, 1.7 orMr to ArMrimcft. '" MditiM, ul.inl the demMcI _mate provided
by Mr. Gill., will Mve the eftMt of ...ing the iemancS over the Ufa of the ..."..,
rather tt'1an allowing Amerltech to recover the eapense from its first 25 customers. The
combination of theM testImonle. 'ends Itrong support to Statrs recommendation on
the demand estimate.

Haw.ver, SI8I is nell convinc:8d ttwt Ametiteeh should not be ,Uowed to recoy.r
the coatI for ULS Iilling Detielopment Ch.-ges. Coati incwred by It'MI incumbent LEe
to ,,",\ride UN!. and InteraoMedion ani a legitimate .....,.. to be recovet8d through
,..., and, in thil i........ theN il .. oDvioua need to upcMte mech.,iDd syae.ms to
suppa" MW services. For these r••.ans, Staff recommend, uaing Ameritech's revised
costs.a cal4U...,~ IWf and diwti"l those COI&I by Mr. GWen'a aernand ...,...
to determine the new TELRtC .mount of 11•.24. If it il detennined, however, thet
AmeritllCh'. ULS lining Dev.lopment COltl include coata anocated with its propoMd
transport arrangement, thos. cost. should be excluded from this calculation. None of
the interventng pM_ ".., to purcha.. Amentech's arra"..,.,.m. ~ore it is not
plauaibte that t....y Ihoukt ,.,. to pay for it.

Position of Amerllech lilino.

Amentech Illinois does nat specifically addrHs this iuue in its dinM:t
testimoni.s. B.... an questions raised by intltf"oienorl 8M Staff, Mr. O'Brien describes
the ·Usage Development and Implementation Ch..-ge· in his suppa.",.,,'al rebuttal
testimony .. • ~ge that l reccwers the costa required to m.e the .-n,ive
modifications to Amentech's ordering and biUlng systems which YMre necesNI')' to
accommodate ULS. It represents the estimated hours required to identify, ....yz.,
design. code and test the changes r~uired to modify Ameritec:h'. ordering and billing
systems for ULS.- (AI Ex. 2.2 at 21). He alia st.e. that the en.... are reqYired
because Ameritech'. -.sting ordering, message recording. rating and billing systems·
were -not cte.igned to address situations involved in an unbundled n.twork element
environment- <J& at 22) He further state. thal ·aU of Ameriteen'. core ordering and
billing sys'em. are a«ec:ted by the.e change•.- But for the introduction 01 ULS,
Ameritecn wculd not be making th... changes.

Mr. P.lmer in hi, rebuttal testimony state. that -the t.' ULS billing
development cost was spread over a forecalt of the number of switc:hu from which
each CLEC q. expeded to order ULS. The rational. for thil methodology was thet
eLECs providing more services using ULS should pay their proportionate share of
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COltS.· (AI Ex. 3.1 • 24-25). Mr. O'Brien conti"..... tt'lit ·the non-recun1ng UlS Ue.ge
Development ch-. wu determined by dividlnl the total coMa Inc:urred by the
upected demMd foreca..• (Jsl.. at 24) and that it ·wa dlvel"" balM on the belt
estimates we had aveilel. at the tim. regarding hOw many eMiers would sUbscribe to
ULS and in now many switches.· Mr. O'Brien al.o responded to testimony criticiZing the
demand component COlt calculation underlying the Charge. He testified that the
demand fareeast far this race element was baud on industry experienc:a in the palt 11­
24 months. ThtI fcncut led Anwitech to conclude that only a limiteel number of nlNt
entrants would purc:h_ ULS .. their prim8I'Y vel"lic:te for serving end user customer•.
He criticiDcI WondCom'. poaition that eternand estimate. shauad include Ameritec:h as
totally improper. He cancluded that un.... intervenors -a" noW stMing that their
,......Ive campa'" ant intending to order ULS in an of Ameritech Illinois' SWitChes,
we have no other evidence that the proposed charge is unruaonable.· (Jst. at 21).

Mr. O"rien. in hia , t.stimany, statesth8t since -Mr. Pric:e ... not
find the total en.,..s for U Development and im,..".nlatian to be exc;essiw, his
coram, thaugh unstilted, may be that the number of UlS Msc:rtberI would
significantly exceed the projected demand." (AI ex. 2.3 at 2). He fut1her states that
-Amentech Illinois is willing to commit to a review of this dWge at some point in the
future It'Iould ae:tu8& orders andIOt firm commitments for ULS ever I'MCh a teveI such
th8t continued applle:atton rI the prapaled ch8tge wauld result in any auDIt.,.i•• over­
recovery of the costs..Should there be any cuSIOmerI having alrelldy paid the currently
tariffed nonrecurring charge, appropriate refunds of • portion of those ctwges could be
considered to the extent that any reviled prices cover the costs of such refunds.· ~
at 3).

Mr. O'Brian opposed the AT&T potition rNt the costs tot deveioping this c:n.rge
be recovered in a competitivety neutr.1 manner arguing that such a colt recovery
scheme inevitably would involv. some carriers s.i.dizing other carriers. He a'.o
comments on statements made by Mr. Gill., and Mr. SIWTy. Hi• .,sww .to th.ir
recommendation. for greatly reducing the rate for lilling Development i., ·ULS is but
one choice for competitive entry lind tho.. carriers who choose this method should
bear the costl associated with ULS provisioning.· FurtMr, ne stat•• that -Mr. Gillan's
assertion. . . that AmerftlCh needs the same functionality as that provided to ULS
subscribers vi. the U.... D.velopment and Implementation charge in order to issue
accurate bills for its own services... is not true. Ameritec:h Illinois' ability to bill its own
customers is UNffectecl by the provision of ULS to other carriers: U5L. at 5). He
continues by rebutting several other statementa attributed to Mr. Gillan. ust..at 6-8).

Mr. O'Brien .'10 responded to WartdCom's -vument that the • ..,.,..$
underlying tna Charge cannot be recovered beClU.. they are past =-tl. He asserted
tnat this argument i. ridicuioul under incre",enta' coat principles. Final'y, Ameritech
responded to the ._rtion that coati underlying the Charge would not have been
incurred nad it offered a -common transport- option. Ameritech contended that it would
ha"e incurred the costl irresp-aive of whether an additional common transport option
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is ultifMteiY requi.... by the FCC. This is .....,.. the Charp is ...... to modify its
ordering, mesl", recording, rating 8M billing systems to aocommodate ULS types of
calls,i~ of haw they aN transported.

Commiuion Analysis and Conclusion

W. r.;.et ATITIMCI', cantantionl that Ameritech IlUnois is not entitled to
reimburlement for the COItI refteetld i" tne ctwge. The ctwge is designed to recover
COlts ...oci.ted with the modme.tion of itl o••ing, mu__ rac:arding, l1Iting Md
billing systems ~o accommoc:Hlte cat's on a unbundled nfItWCtf'k luch a: ') caUs which
remain within the switen; 2) C81ts Which oritin- from • ULS line port and switch but
are autbound ,,,...pectiv. of haw locat tr8napor't is provided: and 3) c:anl which
represent incoming trIIfftc entering the IWitc:'h via a trunk port, and termiMting on on. of
the switch.. line portl. apin ,...rdl... of how transport is provided. We note that
Ameritech Illinois will Itill need to modffy its billing system under the common transport
option which we MY.....in orcae.... Th. mcMIftc8tionl .. nec:IIlMIY ta l1ICOgnize
whM tlWftc corn.. CMII' • common trunk~ w'" Amwitech and Is deliv to an
Amant.c:h Illinois lina port versus being delivered to the line port of a purcha of ULS.

w. agrM with WottdCom th8t Ameritech'l charges .. based on a self..fuliUiftg
prophesy that few unbunetted toeal switchinG al..,.,. will be oraer.ct. A per cwn. per
switch c:h-ve of 133,....' would COlt a ling.. cerrier competing in an of Ameritech'l
loc:aIlaxchan;e markets 112,000,000. This per swib:h charge for. new entrant wtIh few
or no customers in and of itself c:raatel a barrier to entry to the development of any
local eKChange cam.ltlon.

We consider Std's pricing propolal to be the best option presented an the
rac:ord. It is based on Mr. GilW\'s far more realistic c:lemand .stim..... and is
substantiated by other t.stimony. Fur1hermore, siftca \W have rejected Ameritec:h
Illinois' proposed tr.".,on arrangement. we agree with Std that any costl auodated
with that arrangement IhoufCl be ududeCI from the charge. Accordingly, we direct
Amant.en Illinois to recalculata the Usage Development and Implementation charge in
accordanea with the Staff proposal.

C. fIJon Ch.,...
ATITJMCI argue that Amerttech Illinois' tariff unacceptably imposes separate

charge. for line-side and trunk-sid. port.. Th... parti.. contend tnat itl impolition of
separate chargel is inconsistent with the FCC'. definition of ULS .s including both
Iin.side and trunk-lide fundionatitie.. Accordingly. tMy canW1Cl that the ULS
purcha.ar should pay a lingle monthly recurring ch-ve. and that ...parat. ULS trunk
port c:narge is appropriate only if. camer decides to purcha.. dedicated port faciliti.
for connection to one of AmerttKh's three transport optiOn•.
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AlMriteeh ....... can". that the compIaintI .. not Wil ftudId, bIIcIIu..
the,.. iano ,..IMry rwtetianlhip bet\W., U'Ie numDer cI n"....i. potts an the one
h8nd and trurIk·... ,... on tN ather tw1d tNt •~ "., order. The number
of trunk-lide ports in "'tion to"Iin.side ports wm be • functian at the tw- of trInapott
options which • purcnaHt wilheS to utilize 01'. alternatively, wttettwr a ULS pun:n_r
wi... to send trdk: oyer tnt Com~ny's.pubticswitch network. Futttwr. AlMliteeh
contends th8t their polition amounts to W8nting a common trunk-part option which
Amerttac::h nlNJ....... i. incanliMel'rt with the~•• Charge RtIfarm Order and the
dilCU..lan tNrein =nceming the rKOYeI'Y of part costs an either • dedicat~ bUis or
on a per minute-af-use bail associated witn an .... trunk.

COI'M'Iisa'on Analysl.... Conclusion

Consistent with our decilion on common trMaporl. w. conclude thai the
rwqueattICS functionality should be provided. Moreover, Ameriled't lliinoi. shan impa_ a
singl. monthly recurring charge for its ULS offering inltUi of ...... cIWgII far Une
side and trunk aide potts unless the ULS purch~also decideI to purcha.. dedcated
part 'Kiflti_ for connection to one of ~itech tUinoi.' three transport options.

D. Swlfeh ""UIW1feff""" "roc_
AT&TJ Mel

Another flaw that AT&T and Mel note in Ameritec:h's ULS offering is the SWitch
Fe.ture Request (·SFR·) Process, simi!. to a BFR~, to obtIlin acc:eas to certain
switch functions which the switch is c.peble of providing but that .. nat curTW1tly
available from ArMritech at ret_il. (AT&T Ex. 8.0 at 15). A BFR procell is neither
nec.ssary nor appropriate when tne switch c""ility for a certain fundion .a,..dy
nists and just "l.dI to be "turned 011'1" for CLEC YR. (AT&T Ex. 1.0 at 1••15).
Requiring a CLEC to pursue elenfthy 8FR proce. wn.. the IWitch at,.. il~te
of providing the func:Iionality would be unnacalMl'lty time-cansuming and cumberlame
and, aa a result, an enticompetitiye attempt to camplicate and delay CLEC operation•.
(AT&T Ex. 8.1 at 21).

Ameritec:h'. attempt to aUeyiat. these concerns via its proposed 'SFR procell
misses the mark. While AT&T .,d MCI ag,.. that some type of procedure is
necessary to Kllvat. a feature tnat Ameritlch does not currently make avai.. at
retail, the pracedure should be simple and expedient. ItI proposed procedur., which
lingers over maN tNn twa months and cantains many potentially unnece.ury 1ttIpS,
unduly extends the time it talS to make a featunt operational. (AT&T Ex. '.1 at 20­
22).

Additionally, they contend that the Companys proposa' that thesa future
requests be ewau'ted on a switch-bY-lwitch "sis and that rltquelll to adivat.
features in multipte lWitche. ~.quire negotiated compl.tion int.rval. also n•••••ly
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_end the prc:ICMI. ThenI i' no Y81id ,.....", wtYf a CLEC ..... not be ... to plllCe
I Dt.- ara- far a switch ".,;re - fat _rnpae, in atl switGheI in which that fNture
il....-..nt in MlA1 - once the right to use the futuN hal"" "'11Md. (AT&T Ex.
8.1 8t 23).

. Al'l*tteeh lilinoia

Ameritec:h Illinois reaponds to the AT&TIt.4CI, camplaintl concerning the SFR
Proce.. it offered. AlMf'itec:h nUr"IOil PfD'IO- • switch feature request prac:eu which
permits carrie,. to aetiVN teatur.. that .. r...dent in a IWilCtl, but not c:unwntly
aff-.d to carriers or end ulers. Ameritech contends tNIt this praceu is necelMrY.
beCIIUM it enables the Company to check the swttehea in which IN f..".. il
requelted and to perform the necelsary mak.ready work to mak8 sure thllt the switch
and the featur.. work together property and that the future c:an be btlled properly.

CommI..lon Analysl. ancl Conclusion

We ccnelude th. Ameri-=n lIIinoi,' propoled twitch featLn r...... procesl is
a r.alOn.ble mean. for the camp.ny to mae necesury adjuatmenta to its billing
sYltem or to check itl switching Iylteml when a new sattw.. feature i. adivated. we
reject the contentionl that the procell is anticornpetitive, rather it is a prucMnt Ind
necessary precaution.

AT&T/Mel

AT&T and Mel point to the UlS tW'iff • eam.ining ytIt another inapprapri.e
cnarge on CLECI, sptICificalty an _ilion.1 monthly dWge of ....5.•5 for the· Centrex
"system f••tu...... rei.... to IN UU of the Centrex Common Block by the ClEC', ......,
custom.r. Thil charge is dupticative, however, because Centrex "sYltem features" ..
among the availabl. f.ature. of the unbundled switch to which the ULS subscriber is
entitled, by definition.

They argue that Ameritec:h cannot properly require ULS purc:h..... to pay for
Centrex futu,... on a .,.--ec:tivation bail. The.. patti. cite to 1'12 of the f"­
Qrdtr. which referencea ULS inotuding -all verticat f..... ... including ... C.u'",·
Pursu.nt to this 1.......-. they contend that tt'w Company must mMe atl CMtrex
fe.tures avail.ble without charging indlviduatly for them.

Ameritech Illinois Pc.ltlon

Amerit.c:h minai, re.pondI to their comptaint' that Its UlS offering improperly
require. purchasers to pay for ~..,trex ''''ur.. on an -a 'a cartee ba.ll. The Company
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aplainecI through Mr. O'irien tn.t Centrex featUNMa we through
Centra line ..,. but .. nat cNrged for ....... by • ULS c....
customer. AnWttIlch conteneIa that it would be improper for it to atl8mpt to eltim8te U.
demand for u... fe..res and then average them into • ,ine-pof't cIWge, ttwwby
cau.i". all ULS customers to contribute to the recovery of IYCh • =-t, ....~
101M CUltOfftef'l would nat w;.., to purd'l_ some or My Centrax futures. Further, It
contends· that its propoul far recoY.-inI Centrex costs il consiatenl with the~c...... which cant."".... individu8' f..tures Deint obtained -at COIt-baHd "'s.·
(~QC 0tdIr· '" 414, 423).

CoIM1i••lon An",... and Canotu8ton

We consider Ameritec:h lllino,,'~ to be ,....,.,... baHCI on It.
assertion that the Cantrex fe.ture is not ch.-ged for un'... requelted by a ULS
customer.

F. allllflll". 0'~.

Amarltech lllinoil argues tNt end-to-end network e.."..t bundling would .,.,.
a chilling effect on entry from facJttt..s-b.... provider'l inveating in .ttematlw
technologies and dtMdV.".... fKilitiN-bued competttors (who build their awn
faciliti..) .pinst cern... Gfferi"llocat .-vice~ end-to-end UNE service. (AI
ex. 5.0 at 10·11). The CompMy atao .... tNt such """0 end bundling would
allow new entrants to circumvent the r".'e re.trtctian., joint rNI'keting ....triction, and
unavailability of intraLATA toll di..ing parity that would affect new .ntrants r.lying on
resale to provide local MNiat. (AI Ex. e.o at 27-29)..

Ameritech IIUftOi.....ponds to the Staff and WoridCam criticisms c:onceming its
tariffs and whether they provtde UNE cambtnationa, or a -platform.- Firit, it Q'* that
Staff makes an ,unnece.sary request that the Commission rHffirm tNIt thtl Company is
prohibited from r.stridlng end-to-end network element bundling by stating tnat it in no
way restricts such bundling of network .Iements.

Further, Ameritech Illinois r..ponds to WoridCom's contention that it hu not
proposed prien for networic e"ment combinations. Ameritech argue. that it is
inappropriate to proceed on the assumption, as WOrldCcm does, that there is • ana­
siza-fitl-a" platform which will 1',.... all purchasers. The Company points out that
there are numerous pennutltions w'th "pad to the design platforms lInG different
combinations of UNf. based on the s.rvices which a UlS purchaser wants to provide
Ilself in cambinabon with those elements which are purcha.ed from Ameritech Illinois.
Furth.r, Am.rit.en contend. thet a. a matter of law, the company fully complies with
the FCC's rule.. First, it point. out that it doe. not in any way r••trid requesting
telecommunications carriers from cambining network elements purchased from it.
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Furttw, AIMtItech pointS out tNI It ... nat deny ,.....,.. far necwortc elements that
c:onI8in cu..... combination. fII UNf., such a. a loep~ • port.

In its IItepty to~, Amerited'I ,"inail mairUins .. the prices dUNEs
ordtnd in c:ombiNttion mult um of (1) the recurring etwges far each ".",."t
in the combin8tion plY. (2) ~~ en..- for any work lCtually
p4II'formed by Ametitech IRinoia to provide the c:ombin8tion. It ....-tl that fat lome
combinations the .,pI..1e recurring Mel nonrac:urring etwges may be del..-mined
on a -generic ba.i., but moat other combiNltion. require at ,... 101M custom d••., or
engineering work and the applicable ch.... cannot t. determined until the specifte
combination is actually ordIM eel. It "*- ..... mlMt ~on. identified by
ATIaTIMCI. many of which AT&T n. agreed to ord.. through a bana·flde ,....at
procesa, inelu. dedic8led~ and CUMom routing. The etwges will depend on
t". specific tran~ and routing requestea.

Atneritech Illinois requests th. il be altowM to submit a t.wr and cast support
for the FCC""ned shared transport, anet a COlt study to avelop notW8CUI'fing
charges for the loop/line cardllhared tran.port combination.

Position of Intervenors

WortdCom argues that AmerItech imprapIrIy hu fat.. to set fCII1h pne. far
network element comtttMtions. WGrIcICom .... tNlt under the FCC'. rutH. the
-LEe .naU not ...,.,.. reque...d necwortc elements th8t the incumbent LEe cunntly
combines. It argue. that ArMritech ... just thi., by not Ulting forth prieM for current
network element combinationa,

WorldCom witness Gillan testifiecl that non-recurring en.... that apply to
individual network elements are not IIPPropria. when the.. components ant ordered
as existing combinations. ArMritech· would be performing suMWttially diff....,t
actiVities for indjYiduai ."menta. such • circuit disconnections, insertion ", testing
points and cross-eonnactiona to .,.,., network that do not appty when cuorent'
combinations are order8d. Ordering ui8ting network ....,.". combination. minimius
the cost and delay of moving euatomerI among c:ornpeling local provi.....
Standardized ordering proeadur•• would be simil.r to a PIC change of long distMeli
carriers, causing minimal non-reeurring charges and proceuing. WOttdCom argues
that the current PIC chMge etwge of fiye doll... per line substantially eXCHds its cost
and should be u'-' •• an interim rate whil. the CommiuiCln l1Iquire. Ameritech to
provide a COlt bals in setting a perrMnent naMlCUning etwge for a requesting
carrier's ordering of Ameritech's .Kisling network element combinations.
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Std tIIkeI the POlitlon that the Commission should reaffirm ita concIuIion in the
who'e,,'e proceeding. Docket 9~8Jl5.o53'. that Arnentech is prohibited from
r.striding end-to-end network "ement bundling.

Commission Analysis and Conclusion

The Commission rejects Ameritech lIIinot.' critique of end-to-end network
• ...,.,. bUndling. ". ..... in our era- in DoaUtt~', the oIfering of end­
to Mel bundling is c:aNist8nt with the requit'elMnta .. fattt in tM 1_ Ad. Th.
Commi.sion .C.o .... wi~ Starrs position that th.... are significant benefttlto the
availability of end-to-end network .lement bundling as • means of provisioning local
service. For eample, with the availability of end-to end networ1c ellIIMftt ~Ung, the
ntNt entrant wm not be tied to the incumbent L.Ee's retail~ structure. Ttwefore. it
can provide end UHrI with a wider .-ray of s.w=. offerinp and pricing option•.

The U.S. Court of,.••11 e* Circuit ntIIIChed a similar cancluaion in its decilion
wh8re it he'd that -de._ the ptttitiotMll1l1 ...,Iiv• ...".,.. to the c:ontrwy, we
believe that the FCC's _"";".ion that a a:tmpettng cam. may abtIIin the _Uity to
provide t.'ecommuniClllltiona aervic:es entirely thnNIh M inc:umDent LEe',~
network e'.ments is ....son8bt.. .lPKially in tilht at our~. ,....,alng the
validity of other specifte FCC rute•.• we nota that "'ite the concems it railed in it,
testimonyI Ameritech illinois now stat.s that it does not restrict .nd-tO-end bundling and
is aPf:)arently awaAl that it is prohibited from doing so.

The essence of the remaining iss... betwMn the part_ .,e.rs to be whether
(and Which) nonl'8CUlTing charges should apply when a cam••purcheles particular
combinations of unbundled network .Cements. we condu. thlt the parti•• have not
provided sufficient information in this record to ena" us to render a deciaion on this
mder. We dlr.ct Atnertted'l illinois to ..-ntt tonal tMtl"1OnV in the nut I~ of'
this proceeding (at the ti",. it submits its proposed~ tariff filing) which
addr••s••, tor each UNE combination identified by AT&TIMeI and WortdCom: 1) a
description of the extent to which the separate .lements 'of e.en combination ar.
combined in Amerttec:h Illinois' own network for itl own u..; 2) the Mpilrate unbundled
.'.ment prices which Ameritech Illinois proposes would apply to • purchaH of the
combination; 3) a description of any additiona' activit.. and the colts of tho••
activities which ar. r.quired to provide each unbundled etement combination where
recovery of the coats of tho.e activiti.s is sought ; .) ." identifICation of eech
nonrecurring charge which Amentech Illinois propo... would Of' may _y to tne
purchase of the UNE combination; including an identification of a" nonrecurring
charges which Ameritech IlUna', propose. would or rNly apply to the sUtion where an
end user's existing service is converted "as is" to a new entrant and 5) a description of
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the beail for calculation of aKh nonrecumng charge which Ameritech Illinois propo..s
would or may~. Arneritec:h Illinois may submit any cost stueti.. which it believes
~ Ita ,"po••'•.

ca. .. calls .,,11 Ute ULS I"af!o""

fIoaItion of AT&TIMet

AT&TIMCI contend they have been denied the ritht to provide OI'itiNting and
tltmrinating RCaSS services for eoo cells routed in cortunetion witft the ULS network
e"mant.

......on of ArnerItach _noIs

Amertttteh Illinois responded to AT&TJMCI criticisms with respect to IDO calls
and acce.s services under the ULS platform. The COITII*'Y "ina tNt the
.VIIi1ability of access servicel (I.•.• 8CCM. ch....) far subscrllers of ULS In the
context of aao RNicel is • function of haw the laO CIIII is rcu.d. When one cf the .
ttY.. tr8nsport options afftIr-. by Arnerttech il utiflzed, the ULS pulcNlW ...
_able IICCaU ctwgea fOr an 100 ellti. By COl ......, If an 100 calion..,... from
the ULS purchaser'S line port 8nd is routed "ia the Ameritech nlinois switched~,
the ULS purcnaser is not charged for ULS usage. nor does tha ULS purchaser bill
access to the 'XC.

As we found in the above section rllglll'ding~ and ttlrmtnatl"l acceu
charges to int.ruch... c:arTiers, Amerttech 'liinois' position il unacceptIIble. ".,.,. i.
no substantive distinction betwe., the handling of laO trIffic .-.d the ....ing of
interexchanQe trafric. W. egain find that C*Tiers purchaeing the switch pt.......m ••
entitled to the adusi"e right to provide the~ ac:cas. thtM .trom and to tna
exclusive right to receiv. the .slOCiated access r.venues.

H. leNice Quality

AmeriNelt Illinois Position

Ameritech Illinois contends that it ia inappropriat. to acldren in tnil dOc*et
contention. conceming ordering and provisioning interval. for ,~ and other UNt!s
where tho.. i.su.. ar. being more fully ....... in the Checklist pro••ding.
Further, Ameritech Illinois .rgun that the standards whic:h ATaTlMet SMk .r.
incon.istent with AT&T'. interconnection agreement with Amerltech, which seta forth
separate (and dlff.rent) performance standards for unbundled .Ie",.nts in comparison
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to NIOId...... Fwttw, it o,p_1 S_I 1U..ltion loop provisioning
perfonnMCa repattI .,. It....,. be the sutilj•• 01 a td, Ameritec:h hal
never t8ritfM~ ripon, and stanewa, for its own bundtM MlVices.

,Mitton of Interven..

AT&TIMCI compC8in that ArMritech's tariffs f8i1 to sPecify provi.ioning and
perfonn-.c8 intwvall for loop. 8I'td other UNE.. The.. ,..rties contend anat the
stilnGard. for thae efements -.auld be the same .. these for whot_te -.t retail
bundled MtVices.

AT.T also comptained that the propoaed tariff cant8ins na provisions to ensurl
nondiscriminatory provilioning of IocIpI and the pIalfOrm. ~teeh witneal Alexander
testified in the Section 271 checklilt prOClleding, Docket -.oeo4, that the loop
provisioning InteNa...t fortt'l in the AT&T/AmeritIch tnteraonnection Agreement may
not apply to the' migration of _isting loop f8cilitiM to • CLEC switch, Md tNt the
cutover procelS may subject the CLEC customer to loneat' pn:wilioning intwvatl tMn
tho.. IKPlrienced by AmlrItICh'. nail c:uatamers. (AT&T ex. 1.0 lit 27). Given the
Uke6ihood that thl rnap;ty of CLEC loop onIIts will be far tnInafer of exiating fIlci....
ClECI connecting unbunCIIed loops to their own IWttchu wtII be pfIIcIId at • distinct
marketplaca aisaav.nt8;1 in provisioning "Nice to thlir customers.

Staff Position

Staff believes thtd it ;1 in...... limpty to Getennine • price for • praduc:t. For
a price to be meani"""'. there must be an .......t.nding of wtwt form. 01~, the
produd is to be provided in. The UNE purc:huer wi'l h8Ve legitimate apectations of
the selle" in this ca•• Ameritech tllinois. regarding produd timing and quality.

Stllff~ that Amlritech be hi" to the UNE pet'far'rMnc:e blnchm8f'ks
that were deviloped in Docket, • AI-003IOO4, • identiflM in SchIduIn 3.1, 9.5.
9.10, and 10.9.2. Theae schedule... attached to SWf &.1.00.

Commission Analysis and Conclusion

The Commission agre.. with Staff's • ..-vation concerning the critical
importaneed service quality standard. and ordering and provisioning intlltVals in th.
UNE environment. The.. issue. were extensively Iitiglltld in the AmwitechlAT&T and
AmeritechlMCI arbitrations wtth virtually identical results. SimU.,. provisions have also
b.-n incorporated into other interconnection aereementa. AccarcIintIY,~ bItiIve it is
appropriate to dirwct Ameritech Illinois to incNdl in ita eamplianae tariff filintl made
prior to tn. secand phi.. of this praoeeding, tMff provi..,. which i"""'" the
srlice quality .tand.-de and intlNais preac::rtbld In the ftn8t IntereanNdion
.....ment between AtnIritech Illinois anet AT&T. whidt are identified in thie record in
the schedule. attached to Staff Ex. 8.0. Th.s. tariff proviliOM .hall be subject to such
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modIfIc8Iien. • .. ,..•.-y to conform to -.y decilioft. we render .,.,.
con••atian of ....ated i in Dock.t • ..(MeM.

I. ..".,.".,.c., ...
ArMrtt_h IIlInoi. 'osition

Amerit~ lilinoi. oppoe.. AT.TlMer'. "",.0'. that III callaClltian t..m be
amended to pennit can.. to '*"""" ,..".".,. on their own equipment under a
callOQtion arrangement. It argue. thId IUch a ch8nge to the Com,.,y. t.iffI i. not
con.istent with the Commi••ian's rulemekin; in Docket 94-0041, where the
CommiSlian adapted· rut.. meking It dMr th8t • inwcor.....aor using virtua'
collocation does nat naye IICCHS to virtual collocation ....ipment for any purpose,
including maintenance.

'oaItIon of AT.TIMe'

AT&TIMCI~ that AlMriteClh's c:oIIocatlan ..1hautG be amendeG in order
to brincl It Into canformlly with its I,..,......ion ..,.1ITIMt with AT&T. 1ltIIt
agreement pannitsl'Nlintanance of virtua_ callaclltad equipment by AT&T.

Commis.ion Analys" and Conclusion

w. agr.. with Ameritech Illinois that our existing coltac:ation rule (13 III. Adm.
Code 790.110) proyide. that an int.rcon,-.ctar doH nat have ""s to vir1Ua1
collocation equipment for any purpose, including rnainterwa d th8t equipment. w.
may, howev., need to rwvillt this provision in the future.

Ful1ner, the Commission observes that not an carri.rs may b. as experienced in
performing maintenMCa al AT&T. Acc:ordingly, the Commission does not deem it
appropriate at this time to re.,Ii,. Ameritee:rlillinais to ahr an a tariffed *is the ..".
type of access to virtually calloceted equipment for l'NIintananca purposes as it doe. to
AT&T on an agr_ment basis.

"osition of Am.ritech Ulinola

To support its rates far pole att&'twnentl and caMuit occupenc:y, Atneritech has
submitted what It na. coined an "informationa. tariff" slnea section 224 of the Act giv.,
jurisdiction over the rites, t.rms .nd conditions of acc:au to pale., ducts, canduitI and
rights-of-way to the FCC unle.s and until a stat••serts jurisdiction and eattlfl.. its

o jurisdiction to tne FCC. (AT&T Ex. 8.0 at 34). If this Commis.ion auerts its jurisdiction
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over theM .,...,. pursU8nt to Sadion 224, then this paftion of Ameritetllh·s proposed
tariff would ...".~ lUtOmaticafty. (AI !X. 2,0 ..~5).

The Company IdchsHd several issues concerni", __I to pot... conduits,
duds and rights-of-way (herein ·structure-) th• .,.. rai" by the pM_. First. it
oppoMs Swtr........tion that '.,.-oa in ita proposed tariff be .liminataG whiCh
perma it to timit the numbar and scope of structura 1ICCn' requests at any given time
in order to en.ure orderly adminl.tration of·such ,...,.... Arnetitach argu•• thllt IUch

language II neces.ary in order to ensure that competition is not hampered by on. party
placing an overwhelming number of requests.

Futthar, Amaritech oppes.. Staff. recommendation tNt the Compeny be
required to specify an hourly ch8rga for the expansa of conducting pwtoc:tlc in.pactionl.
It contendS that such charges need to be devetopact on a ca...by-c:ase basis,
consistent with TElflUC cast concepts, because of .. wide vanety of situation, wtIe...
in.pections will take plaee.

The Company also rnponas to AT&TIMCI'S position that it needs to macItY its
infOl'rNltiONII t.-iff for structure access to CDltferm with the outcome of the AT&T
arbitration deci.ions. In its Reply Brief, Arneritech ••ted that it is willing to do 10.

AT&T and Mel

ATIT IncI Mel urge thiS Commillion to ...n ItI Jurildictlon oVW' pole
attachment and concIull occu~ rNttters. They fl.a1tw urge this Commission to
rajed the nation that, by axarciaing thea jUrisdiction Ameritac:h', Informational tariff will
become ef'fKtive autometically. InItMd, they contend that tMM rates mult be
evaluated carefully for con.i.tency with the law, FCC ~fatlons and their impact on
local competition. They rac:ommend that sinea polel and concIuit pricing muit be
calculated using special coat guidelines, a ...... docket may be necasaary. (AT&T
Ex. 8.0 at 35). Finally AT&T Met Mel note that Ameritac:hls informational tariff Is at
odds with portions of the Commiasion's nitration decitions. They... that
Ameritee:n's informational tariff Ihoutd be mextlfted in three rapectI to canform with the
AT&T arbitration decision. First, the tariff should be modif'1ed 10 that Ameritee:n do..
not require avictence that ATaT has authority to occupy a I*ticuter right-of..way.
Second, the t8ritf should be mocfified to eliminate language requiring tn. employ•• of
AT&T/Mel or their contractors who work on structure have qualtfieation. equivalent to
Ame,lteen employees and contractors. Finally, they contend that its tariff improperly
limits access to its rights-of-way.

Staff

Steff identified Mvera" issue, relating to Amarltech's wm Ianguqe. Slaff Ex.
6.00 at 3-9. During the proceedings, several of tho•• issues have been addre.sed and
satisfadorily r.solved between Ameritech and Std. Ther. ar., however, sorna issues
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thM .......n ~ing. Stllfr hed identified thai in PM 2, seotton I, Sheet 1,
PIngr. 1 t:I the Wiff doeument only cable television systlma we... Ii... for
8ttaC:hment to poles, ducts. conduits Wid right-of-way.. Stili ....ltecl tNt this
language be .,.nded to include new LEes in this firat pwIIgr. of the Hdion. (9t8ft
Ex. 6.02 at 4-5. ltd Ex. 8.00 at I).

Arneritech Illinois idllntlftea tMt .,sewtMn in the *"', there i. a deftnttion which
include. new LEe. (Part 2, Section 6, Sheet 2) and ...,sion of the langYage is not
needed. (AI Ex. 2.1 at 23).

Although Stllff ....liz•• th.t this definition section exist•• it .-.commend. thM. In
order to enaur. charity, the initial paragraph of this section shoutd be expanded to
include MW LECs.

swr identified that there is in Part 2. section 8, p 8. a statement hi
the company mIIy "Umit the number and seape of far att8Ching pMMM betng
processeci at any tim. and may prescribe a praceA for orderty administration of such
rtlqUasts". This lenguage, which ra'" to the po'., ducta, caMults ana right4-w11Y1,
is not cIHr in how it shall be administered. Std raconvnandad thet. unteII Ametitllch
can damonstrata that a sound ruson exists for the limiting and that ._guna to
p.....nt tha "'.mpering of competition ara prasant, the language should be delli_d.
(Staff Ex. 6.00 at 8).

.Altnough Ameritach did provide an .-npl. of now the limiting woutd be
invoked, Staff still indicated tn. It waa concerned thllt the Campeny could irnp8Ct
competition negatively by not proca••ing r~., or at I.at be ilccuMd at same. (AI
Ex. 2.1 at 24, St." Ex. 6.02 at 5-e). TheIwfcn, taec.u.. Ameritacn h. not
demonltrated that safe9*'ds will _ist to p...v.nt the hampering d competition. Staff
recommended that this '-.uaga be deleteel.

Again relating to pot••, dUdl, conduits and right-af-waya, in Plrt 2, section 2,
Sheet 12, Paragraph 12 of the proposed tariff, Amaritech states that It Iha" "maka
periodic inspedions of the attacl'lment. of at~ing partias on the Company structure•.
Attaching party will reimburse Company for eJ:fM"sa of such inspection•." The amount,
howe"er, of the reimburHment for the apen.. is unknown. Although Staff did not take
exception to ArnerittlCh milking thesa Insp8dions, it recornmendecl that the charg_ be
identified for both the Commission and the new carriara. (Stiff Ex. 6.00 at 6-7).

Mr. O'Brien stated an pages 244 lind 25 of hil rebuttal ta.timony tM! it is not
possible to show .dua' charges in the tariff for Am.ritech to m" periodic inspection.
of the attachments of the attaching party for polas, duets, conduit. and right-of-way•.

Staff suggested that, r.aliZing the scope and compfe.lty of the attaching partiel'
structure and that tho•• attaenments will vary, the Company should identify at lea.t an
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hcu1y rate for Ita inspediOr'.. With this infonMlien, NIh the C.".".;uton end new
cerri... C*1~_ tho.- c:herv- far apprapriat."... {Staff ex. 1.02 at .,.

Commi_on AMIyII. Ind Conclusion

The Commi'lion choo••, to ....n its juri,didion over pot. attachment and
conduit occupancy mau.rs now to allow it to establish polici.' and pricing for pole
attachments and condUit occupancy conlilt.nt with the policie. and prices it has
established in other as•• of the local telecommunication. rMrket.

The Commiuion ,.jMtI any notion trtM Ameritec:h'. Informational TMff woutd
be automatically effective. Like every other ••peat of Anwitech', tatiff, its prapoHcl
rat. and conditions for att8Chments to poles, occupancy of dud. and conduit space
ana accel. to rights-of-way muat be ClIIrwfully.v~ for conei.tency with the lew,
FCC regulations and itlirnpct on tne development of local comptltition. a MOI..ity
automatic'effectivenes. does not afford. Because pot. anet condUit pricing must De
CIIlculat8d using special cost guideline. (ather than TELRIC)•• ..,... docket will be
initiated to evaluate an relevant factors.

Sine- we ant inill.ing a separ. docIcet .. will nat require Ameritech IIIinoiI to
develop a single hourly charge for inspection.. Ameritech indk:at. tNIt it~
d.velop. ·one-size-fita-alr charge. W. will evaluate that ••sertion in the new ct.:ktIl

In its Reply Brief, Amen*" lliinoi, indiAled tNt to a''-'riat. a number of
c:onceml raiHd by AT&T. it would conform its t.-iff language to the decision in the
A.T&T I Amerttech arbitration.

There is no evidence that Ameritech's '...... reMrVing authority to limit
requests for strudure is intended to be • tool fot anticompetttiv. behavior. It .....rs
rationally related to a genuine nMd to ensure In orderty and fair lIdministr.ion or the
procell. Therefore, '" will not requint deletion of the language. We dO. however.
consider ttle development of more specific stane*ds regarding the potentia' problem
Am.riteen hal identified to be a fair SUbject of inquiry in the follow-up Structure Docke"

I<. Interi", Numbe, Portability

Position of Anwrttech Illinois

On PIIQe • of Mr. O'lrian's direct t.stimany, AI EJlhibit 2.0, he not. that the
Sept.mber 27. ,.. filing latl the rate, for number portatltllty lervicel at zen:» pending
the development of • neutral COlt recovery mech.,i,m.

Furthe" on pages .3 and .. of nil direct testimony. he notes tMt the only
change in tne proposed tariff il to reflect the Commission'. interim order in Docket 95­
0296 to suspend the charges applying to the service pending the Commission approval
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d a ~iti¥ely ""al pnMcIer number ~ity (-PN") C08t l'KOYerj
l'ftIICIwtilm • ,..... by FCC in its ora. in Doc:Ut .... In oUw words, aU
rille levell .. at zero until auch time .1 a competitively neutral COlt mec:twtiMI can be
determined. In the interim, the Company is t'1IcldnG the costs of providing SPNP for
recovery under this mechanism.

It is StaWs~ that Atneritech pray_ INP at a zero rate.
Ameritech should be .,Iowed to boOk its short-run marginal costs to a cMfenwd IICCOU"t,
IUDjIIct to ,... recovery from all ~icIIlionle:.m.a on • campMltively neutral
buis as determined by the Commission.

ConIIniaa'on Analy8ia IMI Cclnc'''''''

It app..,. a. t"'" there is no di8pUte hire. Ameritech Illinois' action•••
conaistent w;tl'\ Statrs propGM'.

It il St"', recornrnendation that aM ". LEe. and their customers .have
nondiscriminatory ..... to directory liltinga. 'ThIs mMnI tMt .... to dinIdory
listings should be provided to new LEes at the same price a. ArnerItech "linois ctwges
its customers. Stllff's recommendation will ensure that one carrier does not obtain an
unfair competitive advantage with respect to directary listings.

Commi.slon Aft8Jyaia and Conclusion

The Commission ;1~ of any dispute raprding tnis point

M. Acc_ To AlN T,...,.

Intervenor l'Dsifion

in ita s.,tember 71, , _ UNE tariff AIMrttecft ineluOlca • section emit..
-Advanced Int.,ligent NeIwoIt( (AIN) (Ill. C.C. No. 20, Pitt '1. Section 13, ShMt 1-22).
This section described • lItf'Vice tNt wau&d allowt8~ cam.,.
mediated access to AtN facilities in order to develop AIN .ervices. This section was left
VlIC*1t in the proposed tariff attached to Mr. O'8rien's direct tMUmony.
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Mel witnna GeiIY ....: -To the ....nt AIN c....Utiel .. c:ansiderwd
felltu.... and function. of tM switch ."cs to the exhtnt they are avail... in Anwitttch',
Nttwartc. thole f..... Md funCtions must allO be avallabl. to u-. of unbundled,
local switching.· (Me, Ex. 1.0 at , 0)

In ...,.,onH, Mr. O'Brien .... tNt -the CommIlIion found that Amerltech
should not be ,...quir. to offer AlN at thi. time becau.. of the technical probtema that
need to be resolVed, ancI thwefore deferTecs reaalUlIon of the.. issues to ongoi,.
i*atry foNms.· (AI h 2.2 at 21). H.-v«, MCI claims that the deCision in Docket.
91 AI ..Q03III AI-OQ4 thet Mr. O'Brien r.... to cite. unrnea'-ted acces. to AIN
tr.... to be problematic; it doeI not ,..,. to mediated access.

Staff atr... with .Mel an this issue. Aa. rea",lt, it recaml'T*1dl tnat Ameritee:h
be required to rwinstatl the 18nQu. of the lip"""" 71, ,. UNf t.tff,....,:ting
AIN. If inv..tigation of wider access to AIN tri....s i. needed. that can be IIddraAld
in a ..... proceeding.

Ameritec:h Illinois argul' that the rKOrd of this Pf'OCMding is not sufficient for
the Commission to m•• a dllMniNition on the issue of IICGeSl to AjN triggers. It
point. out that Staff has filed .eotutety no .....mony in this proC=ledlng In support of its
position that its tariffs should be amended to require -mediated access to AtN facilltie.
in ord.r to dlvelop AJN servicH.· Amari..... potnts out the Staff has filed tlstimony in
this matter in the Checklist pl"OCHding.

Commission Analpla anti ConcluSion

There is virtually no irlormation in the record regarding this issue, thINforI it il
bIIt addressed in other Comml..lon foruml.

AT&T maintained that Amerilech's t_iff contains a limitation d liability provision
wt1ich is inconll.tent wtth varioul arbitration decisionl fenderedby the Commillion
and should be rejected. Specifically, tne language contained on Itl. C.C. No. 20, P.n
19, Section 1. Sheet. e.g cantalna provisions attempting to IImtt ita liability for damIIgeI
resulting from its willful or intentional misconduct. Thi. Commi••ion an• .,. found
that such a limit I. "commercially unreason.'e and potentially antic=ompetitive." (AT&T
Ex. 7.0 at 30). It says Ameritecn'l tar1tlf mult be updated to conform with the politlons
adopted by the Commission on thl.. issues.
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Amwtteeh ttIinoil stated tNt it ... un.... to in wNt IfMICiflc Iquae-
AT&T was ,.,.,..".. ta, aa it cautct nat meaningfufty o.""Id.

Cammiu.o,. Analpia and Conclusion

In itl Reply to Exceptions, ArlWtteeh lltinotl ...-a that it has no objection to
modifying its prDpOsea tan« lenou. to men ctOMty conform to the I..... in the
Commi••i~ Ameritect1 • AT&T~ .....ment. although theAt
.,.. same ~t" inYOlved in rItd,...1t1g the timitlltton of IlMiIIty pnMliOns in
~, non-t*tY-at:NIdftc terml. Amertt-. minots proposed to file reYiliana in the
nut ph... of thil ptOCIl• .,. et wfIIich timlt the PIIft- will have ., oppor1Unity to
comment The Commission conclude. tM! Am.riteCh Illinois' IU;g4Istion is fair and
reasonable.

o. AtIfIIIfIottaI~w......

We recognize tMt this prDCIledino involves ",.ny difftoutt ... teeMi_ i.....
We .,.. concemed that di.pute. may arise regarding the praper intetprwtation of this
Order. Accardingly, we shall make this an Interim 0nMr and ....bUah a prOClldl.n for
expedited compliance revitIW.

AI'Nritac:h IlIinoil hal s that it be required to me ...... to the
TElRIC studtes. W.~ "is an. As TCG stated:

elECt '*Id to have .....,. and ltable rat.. in order to prep-. buliness
ca... to __mine where and how to cornpIIt8 with ~tI- ~
perhaps where not to compete. If uncertainty about pric:as becomes
prolonged, this condition alon. C8ft ,.. the developmem of efficient
competition.

It has now been over two y..,s since we fna ...".... in the CuatofMrs First
proceeding, to establish ,..asonable ground rul.. to enebIe the development of local
exenange competition. Competitors stilt don't knowm~ of theJ rutes of the game. We
believe that this proe:e.ding represents an oppottunity to .".. our best etfart to
e.tablish whm we believe to be just ."d r.asonable rat... terms and conditions for
unbundled network elementl and interconnection in compUence with the Act. We note
tnat the time framework of our review at forw~ng coati in this proc.eding is
reaaonably consistent with the t'MO or thre. )IMf' duration of the ,~ion
....ment.. w. bef~ that those interconnection ..~ta. which contemptate
renegotiation and the submission of disputed i....... to the Cammillion, .....,.Ih •
r.asonable timetab'e for any necessary Commi••ion reconsIderation of the i.ues
herein. We nave necessarily deferred consideration of some i...... but we believ.
that with this Order, tOQfllher with the interconnection ag....ment. which have ban
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....,ved, the frameJJartc far competition i. now in pWc8. It i. time to send
telecammUnicationa eIIrri.,.. out of the n..nng room. Wid into the m.utpl-=e.

IV. fiNDING AND ORDERING PAJltAGRAPHS

The Commission twving considered the entire record herein and being fully
advised in the premises is of the opinion and find that:

(1) Illinois B.II Telephone CamPMY, dIbIa Ameritech Illinois, and other
interVenorS in this prDCeedlnv a,. telecommunications carriers •• defined
by the Illinois Public Utiliti•• Act;

(2) the Commission NI. jurisdiction over the ~ies ... tM subject rnett« of
this proceeding pursuant to the Illinois PUblic Utillti•• Ad and the Federal
TelecommunicMions Ad of 1.11 (·F.... Acr)

(3) the.. conaolid•• dOCkets involve, iBW. the prices to be ctwged by
Ameritech illinois, pursuant to Sect.... 252(d)(1) and 252(d)(2) of the
F....., Act for interconnection, unbundled network· elements and IacaI
t...,.port and termination, 8S thaH terms .... defined in the Act:

(4) on September 25, 1_, the Commiasion inttiated Docket 910.. to
investigate Ameritech Illinois' forward lOOking cost studies and "'Usn
mare permanent Section 252(d) prices for Ameritech Illinois' provision of
interconnection, untMJndled network elements ~ local transport Md
termination under its interconnedlon • ...."ems with AT&T
Communications of Illinois, Inc. (.AT&'r) and Mel Metro Acces.
Transmission Services, Inc. ("Men pursuant to Sections 251 and 252 of
the Act;

(5) on September 27, 1915, Ameritech Illinois filed tariff rate IhHts that
embodied, intw ..ii, prices and other terml and c:onGitiana for
intetCOnn.dion, unbundled network elements Ind local transport and
termination that would be available for purchaH by all local c.rrlers,
induding tho.. not p.rty to an interconnedion agreement with Ameritech
Illinois:

(8) on November 7, , 991, we suspended Ameritech Illinois' tariff filing and
DocMt 9IJ.Q!89 was initiated to investigate that filing; ~ there.,.
resuspeMed the t.riff filtng on FebNIry 20, 167: On March 8, 1997,
Docket 98-04. and 95-0589 were consolidated;
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(I)

(I)
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. Con8oI.

an ~·.IIt, 1117 by ......,.". of the~.... dismi••• the tariffs flied
in Docket 114581 while the invatiption of the i...... ,..... therein
continued;

the findinp of filet end conctuaiont of law .. forth in the prefatory panion
of this Oraer ... supported by the record Md .... hereby adopted as
finding. of fact and conclusions of law ~in;

Ameritech Illinois should be ordetet.t to rerun ita COlt studies utiliZing (i)
the tiff -=tor auurnptiona NCOmmended in StafI'a teatimony; (il) the 1.52
percent e-t ., QlPbI. •~ tty .... witness Niadao­
Cuyupn~ (iii) the I." pr...." Uvea ... percMt•• prac:ribed
by the FCC for Ameritecn illinois, • r.commended by AT&TIMCI witn...
MIljoras;

(10) Ameritech Illinois should ,..""" its -.v_ c:aardiNllion f.. cost study to
rwnove tho.. duplicate costs a'reedy included in its I.II'IbundIed loop .-wi
urdIund.ed switching cost studi.., .. should ,..,..a ita ....~
coordination fee accordingly;

(11) AmeritllCh lIIinaie shoukl be required to .".. all modifiC8tions n
adjustments to its shwed and common colli aM allOCIIIfon
methocIoIogiel as described in the prefatory pon;on til the Order;

(12) Am....tec:h !llinoia should be required to ... '" actions to implement our
conclusions on resi..., collocation prieM. common or -stwed'~
and OSIDA rautinp, .,.,siting. port ctwges. NVS costs, local switching
prices, nonoftQ"lning charges, power consumption charge, access
c:hqes, and usage development and implementatiOn cnarges;

(' 3) the materials submitted by the parties in this proc::eeding on a propri.-y.
bIIsis or fot which proprieWy trNtment was requested .,.. henIby
considered proprietary and should continue to be accorded propr"ry
tre.,.,."t;

(14) q petition., objections or motiona in theM consolidated dockets that
have not been specifically disposed of should be disposed of in a manner
consiltent with our conclusions herein.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDEREC that Ameritec::h illinois anct AT&T, MCland Sprint
be, and "eraby .,.., dir8ded to file within .5 day. of thil Order amended pricing
schedules to their interconnection ."",.ntl containing the prices approved herein
for review by thil Commission pursuant to Section 252(e) of the federal
Telecommunications Ad of '996.
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IT IS FURTHER ORDE"I!D that, within 45 Up r:A the date '" this 0,...
AmIIritech Illinoia lhatl file revised tariffs for interconnection. ~Ied netwaItc
elements Met local ....".pon 8"d termination in order to fully comply with Findings (I)
through (12) inclusive of this Order: Staff and P8f't1e, lhall h8Ye an opportunity to
review the filing, then this matter will be reopened and Nt far fu"her nearing tau".."
days aftar the tariff filing in order to determine Whether the filing is in complianc8 with
this Order.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Commiuicn chao... to exercise its
jurisdiction o~r pol. attae:hm.nts and conduit occupancy and initiate an investigation
into Ameritech', proposed terms and conditions

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that~ mawtet. submitted in this proceeding for
which proprietary treatment was requested snan be ac:cordecS proprietary treatment.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that .,y petitiON, ObjeCtions or motions made in
this proceeding and not oth.-wise specifically disposed d herein are hereby disposed
of in a manner consistent with the conclusions conUIined herain.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED tNt AIbjed to the provisions of Section 10-113 r:I
the Public Utilities Act and 83 III. Adm. Code 200.110, this 0 .... "is not fiMl; it ia not
subject to the Administrativ. Review Law.

By Order of the Commission this 1"" day of FebrUary, , 9iI.

(SIGNED) DAN MILLER

Chairman

(S E A L)

Commissioners McDermott and Bohlen concurred: written opinions will
be tiled.

ChAirman Miller dis.ented; a written opinion may ~. filed.
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Platform I UNE Combination Chronology

MICIDGAN

Nov. 1996: AT&T won "shared transport" in the AT&T/Ameritech Interconnection
Arbitration

Source: MPSC Case No. U-11151/U-11152.

Ameritech interpreted the decision as allowing AT&T to purchase a
transport option that it must share with other CLECs, but not a transport
option that allows AT&T to put its traffic on Ameritech's common
network facilities.

Feb. 1997: In an effort to resolve the dispute raised by Ameritech's interpretation
(and to arrive at a final approved Intercormection Agreement), the parties
mediated the "shared transport" issue before the MPSC. The MPSC ruled
that Ameritech must provide AT&T with common transport on network
facilities shared with Ameritech.

More specifically, the MPSC found that there was nothing in the federal
Act that supported Ameritech's proposed limitations on shared transport
facilities. "Whether it makes economic sense to request a dedicated line
rather than shared transport is a judgment that the competing carrier
should be allowed to make."

Source: MPSC February 28, 1997 Order in Case No. U-11151/U-11152.

Feb-ongoing: AT&T attempted to negotiate use of shared transport/the platform with
Ameritech. No resolution was reached.

Source: AT&T/Ameritech Platform Correspondence

July 1997: The first MI TSLRlC order was issued addressing the pricing of shared
transport in MI. In that Order, the MPSC affirmed and restated its
position on the availability of shared transport in Michigan. More
particularly, the MPSC again found that common transport should be
offered as an unbundled element of local exchange service pursuant to
state law (see MCL 484.2355; MSA 22.1469(355)), finding that to restrict
inter-office transmission options in the manner proposed by Ameritech
Michigan would be contrary to the competitive purposes and policies of
the Michigan Telecommunications Act. See MCL 484.2101; MSA
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Ongoing:

Jan. 1998:

22.1469(101). The MPSC agreed with AT&T and the Staff that denying
common transport to competing providers would work a hardship on
smaller providers having less traffic or on those seeking to serve routes
that do not have enough traffic to justify a dedicated trunk. The MPSC
adopted the Staffs recommendation for implementing common transport
service on a usage-sensitive basis and directed Ameritech Michigan to
make revisions incorporating this requirement in its tariffs implementing
its order.

Source: MPSC July 14, 1997 Order in Case No. U-11280

Ameritech sought and was granted a rehearing on this and other issues.
As a basis for rehearing, Ameritech referenced the FCC's August 18, 1997
Order in CC Docket 97-295, its Third Order on Reconsideration and
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking as well as the decisions rendered
by the 8th Circuit Court of Appeals.

AT&TIAmeritech Platform-Shared Transport discussions continued and
Ameritech continued to stonewall.

See, for example, Ted Edwards' 1l/21/97 letter to Jane Medlin, in which
Mr. Edwards denies that the references to "shared transport" in the
Interconnection Agreements mean the same as "shared transport" in the
FCC's Third Report and Order.

The MPSC issued its Order on Rehearing in the TSLRIC case, again
affirming its position on state-law authorized common transport. The
MPSC found that its July 14th Order held that common transport should be
offered by Ameritech as an unbundled element of local exchange service
pursuant to MCL 484.2355; MSA 22.1469(355), concluding that the
restriction of inter-office transmission options in the manner proposed by
Ameritech Michigan would be contrary to the competitive purposes and
policies of the Michigan Telecommunications Act.

Upon review of the entirety of the record developed in the
proceeding, the MPSC also found that Ameritech Michigan was
required, under state law, to allow CLECs to utilize Ameritech's
existing interoffice facilities as an unbundled network element to
carry CLEC traffic, the rates for that element should be minute-of­
use based, and usage of the element should not be restricted. That
decision, which rested entirely upon state law, was expressly
reaffirmed.

Pre-Emption: In support of its decision, the MPSC reviewed the
decisions rendered b~ the 8th Circuit Court of Appeals and found
that nothing in the 8 Circuit's decisions could be construed as a
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pre-emption of its decision as premised on the Michigan
Telecommunications Act. To the contrary, the MPSC found that
the Eight Circuit expressly sought to preserve state efforts to open
the local exchange monopoly such as those embodied in the MTA:

"Subsection 252(c)(I) does require state
commissions to ensure that arbitrated agreements
comply with the Commission's regulations made
pursuant to section 251, but by its very terms this
provision confines the states only when they are
fulfilling their roles as arbitrators of agreements
pursuant to the federal Telecommunications Act of
1996. This provision does not apply to state statutes
or regulations that are independent from the
Telecommunications Act of 1996. Many states
enacted legislation designed to open up local
telephone markets to competition prior to the 1996
federal Act, see Iowa Utilities Bd., 109 F.3d at 427
n.7, and subsection 251(d)(3) was designed to
preserve such work of the states."

The MPSC also found that, in its Third Order on Reconsideration,
in a manner entirely consistent with this MPSC's state law order
on common transport, the FCC ordered incumbent LECs to
provide shared transport under federal law in a way that enabled
the traffic of requesting carriers to be carried on the same facilities
that an incumbent LEC used for its traffic. The MPSC expressly
referenced the following language from the FCC's Third Order in
support of its state law decision:

[S]ome parties have argued that certain aspects of
the rules adopted last August were ambiguous
which, in our view, were clear. Specifically, in the
Local Competition Order, we expressly required
incumbent LECs to provide access to transport
facilities "shared by more than one customer or
carrier." The term "carrier" includes both an
incumbent LEC as well as a requesting
telecommunications carrier. We, therefore,
conclude that "shared transport", as required by the
Local Competition Order encompasses a facility
that is shared by multiple carriers, including the
incumbent LEC. We recognize that the Local
Competition Order did not explicitly state that an
incumbent LEC must provide shared transport in a
way that enables the traffic of requesting carriers to
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Jan. 1998:

be carried on the same facilities that an incumbent
LEC uses for its traffic. We find, however, that a
fair reading of our order and rules does not support
the claim advanced by Ameritech that a shared
network element necessarily is shared only among
competitive carriers and is separate from the facility
used by the incumbent LEC for its own traffic.

The MPSC also discussed the manner in which the FCC had explicitly
addressed Ameritech's argument that the FCC's Local Competition Order
required sharing only between multiple competitive carriers. While the
MPSC did not rely on the Federal Act or the FCC regulations to render its
decision, it concluded that its order was entirely consistent with the FCC's
implementing orders on common transport.

The MPSC concluded: "Nothing in this record therefore leads this
Commission to alter its July Order on common transport or to change the
position which we have consistently held in the other dockets where the
Commission has separately addressed the issue of common transport.
Thus, the Commission finds that its July 14th Order requiring Ameritech to
offer common transport as an unbundled network element on a minute-of­
use basis pursuant to MCL 484.2355; MSA 22.1469(355) is just and
reasonable. That Order is therefore affirmed."

Source: MPSC January 28, 1998 Order in Case No. U-l1280.

The MPSC expanded the rationale of its state-law based decision on
shared transport to UNE combinations in a decision rendered in an
arbitration between BRE and GTE. More specifically, the MPSC held:

"Pursuant to Section 252(e)(3) of the federal Act, 47 USC 252(e)(3),
Congress preserved the states' authority to establish and enforce additional
requirements in arbitration proceedings. Thus, although Section 251 of
the federal Act haS been interpreted not to support requiring an incumbent
LEC to combine elements on request, there is no prohibition on enforcing
state law to that effect. Additional state-imposed conditions and
requirements are only pre-empted when inconsistent with standards
expressed in Section 251. 47 USC 261 (c).

Although the Court vacated the FCC's rule requiring incumbent LECs to
combine requested elements, the Court did not hold that it would be
unlawful for an incumbent LEC to accede to a request to combine
elements. There is nothing in Section 251 of the federal Act that prohibits
an incumbent LEC from combining elements at the request of a
competitive LEC. The MPSC therefore concludes that the requirement to
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